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REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF FINAL OFFICE ACTION 



Claims 1-15 and 17-24 are pending. Claims 1, 8, 15, and 21-24 are independent claims. 
The Final Office Action mailed February 10, 2006 rejected claims 1, 2, 6, 8, 9, 13 and 15 under 
35 U.S.C. 102(e) as beine anticipated by Mochizuki (US Pat. No. 6,628,633 Bl), reiected 
Claims 21-23 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mochizuki in view of 
Hunsberger (US Pat. No. 6,167,282), and rejected claims 3-5, 10-12, and 17-20 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mochizuki in view of Rydbeck et al. (US Pat. 
No. 6,332,006 Bl, "Rydbeck"). Claims 1 and 8 were also rejected under a double patenting 
rejection (not addressed herein), claims 7 and 14 were objected to, and claim 24 was allowed. 
Applicants disagree with the prior art rejections and request review. 

Claims 1, 2, 6, 8, 9, 13 and 15 are not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by 
Mochizuki because not all elements of these claims are met by Mochizuki 

Claim 1 is a directed to a method for operating a base station to wirelessly transmit data 
communications to a plurality of user terminals on a single wireless carrier. Among other things, 
claim 1 requires that the base station transmits a superframe to a plurality of user terminals, the 
superframe including a plurality of high speed data frames. Claim 1 requires that each of the 
high speed data frames carries at least one data communication and includes: (1) a respective 



indication of at least one user terminal for which the at least one data communication is intended ; 
and (2) a respective indication of at least one data rate of the high speed data frame . 

Mochizuki discloses a frame structure that allows a plurality of data terminals to share a 
spectrum in a time divided fashion. Referring to FTG. 3 of Mochizuki and related text at col. 7, 
5 lines 28-3 5 , Mochizuki discloses "a format for a forward packet" that includes "a destination 
terminal identifier." Col. 7, line 56 through col. 8, line 5 of Mochizuki describes how the 
forward packet may be formed with one of three transmission rates: Rl , R2, or R3. The forward 
packet but does not include "a respective indication" of the transmission rate of the forward 
packet as is required by claim 1. Col. 8, lines 60-63 of Mochizuki, describes how "[e]ach mobile 

10 station despreads a spectrum of the forward signal using the forward spreading codes for the 
possible transmission rates Rl, R2, and R3 to monitor the forward signal." The mobile stations 
must use spreading codes for each possible transmission rate Rl 5 R2, and R3 and then determine 
which despread signal is valid. These multiple despreading operations are required because the 
mobile station does not know the rate of the forward signal. 

15 Mochizuki does not disclose " a respective indication of at least one data rate of the high 

speed data frame ", as is required by claim 1, Mochizuki fails to disclose, teach, or suggest all of 
the elements of claim 1, and does not anticipate claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). Dependent 
claims 2 and 6 (that depend from claim 1) are not anticipated by Mochizuki for these same 
reasons. Independent claim 8 includes limitations similar to those of claim 1 . For this reason, 

20 Mochizuki does not anticipate independent claim 8 or claims 9 and 1 3 that depend from claim 8. 
Independent claim 15 includes limitations similar to those of claim 1 and, for these same reasons, 
Mochizuki does not anticipate independent claim 15. 

Claims 21-23 are not obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Mochizuki in view of 

2 



Rydbeck 

Claims 21-23 are independent. Claim 21 requires that "each of the high speed data frames 
includes: a respective indication of at least one user terminal for which the at least one data 
communication is intended; and a respective indication of at least one data rate of the high speed 
5 data frame ." The 103(a) rejection cites Mochizuki as meeting this limitation. As described above, 
Mochizuki does not meet this limitation and, for this reason, claim 21 is not obvious over 
Mochizuki in view of Rydbeck. Each of claims 22 and 23 require a similar/the same limitation and 
is not obvious over these references for the same reasons. 

Claims 3-5, 10-12, and 17-20 are not obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Mochizuki 
10 in view of Hunsberger 

Claims 3-5 depend from claim 1. Claims 10-12 depend from claim 8. Claims 17-20 
depend from claim 15. As described above, Mochizuki fails to disclose all elements of 
independent claims 1, 8, and 15. The other cited references fail to meet the shortcomings of 
Mochizuki. Therefore claims 3-5, 10-12, and 17-20 are not rendered obvious by the Mochizuki 
1 5 in view of Hunsberger. 
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